"Living apart together" -that is being in an intimate relationship with a partner who lives somewhere else -is increasingly recognised and accepted as a specific way of being in a couple. On the face of it, this is a far cry from the "traditional" version of couple relationships, where co-residence in marriage was placed at the centre and where living apart from one"s partner would be regarded as abnormal, and understandable only as a reaction to severe external constraints.
Introduction -describing and theorising LATs
"Living apart together" (LAT) -that is being in an intimate relationship with a partner who lives somewhere else -is increasingly recognised and accepted as a specific way of being in a couple. In social science a number of pioneering studies have examined the incidence and demographic characteristics of those who live apart together (LATs), the understandings that they hold about their relationships, and why they do not live together (eg Levin and Trost 1999 , Levin 2004 , Haskey 2005 , Roseneil 2006 , Haskey and Lewis 2006 , Ermisch and Seidler 2009 . These studies have found that LATs do not only live apart because they are forced to do so, although some do (for example because of housing or labour market constraints). Rather many LATs choose -to various degrees -not to live together, even though it would be possible for them to do so.
There is, however, some disagreement about what this "discovery" means in social terms. Some commentators regard living apart together as a historically new family form where LATs can pursue a "both/and" solution to partnership -they can experience both the intimacy of being in a couple, and at the same time continue with pre-existing commitments. LATs may even de-prioritize couple relationships and place more importance on friendship. Alternatively, others see LAT as just a "stage" on the way to cohabitation and marriage, where LATs are not radical pioneers moving beyond the family, but are cautious and conservative, and simply show a lack of commitment. Behind these rival interpretations lies the increasingly tarnished spectre of individualisation theory. Is LAT some sort of index for a developing individualisation in practice? Compounding these issues, there are also problems in actually defining and measuring LAT -for what is the difference between a boyfriend or girlfriend, especially one who is "special" or long term, and living apart together?
We may be including in our samples people who are not really LAT at all, in that they do not see themselves, and are not seen by others, as long term partners.
In this paper we will take this debate further by using information from the 2006 British Social Attitudes survey to carry out four tasks. First, how can we distinguish "dating LATs" -those who do not regard themselves as an established couple and more resemble traditional "steady" or "special" girl and boyfriend, from "partner The large majority (around 75%) of those aged between 16 and 44 in Britain also thought that sex outside a LAT relationship (1) was wrong, according to the 2000 National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles (Natsal). This was little less than the levels found when asked about cohabiting or married couples (Erens et al., 2003) .
LATs, therefore, were seen by most as good enough for partnering and subject to the same expectations about commitment, as expressed through fidelity, as marriage or cohabitation. It is perhaps not so surprising, therefore, that 21% of the Natsal sample chose "one regular partner but not living together" as the "ideal relationship". Fewer respondents chose unmarried cohabitation (about 18%), although around 45% picked exclusive marriage (ibid).
In practice, it seems that around 10% of adults actually do live apart from a partner in Britain, a figure which equates to over a quarter of all those not married or cohabiting.
LAT is particularly common in younger age groups, accounting for almost 40% of (Levin 2004 , Haskey 2005 ).
On the face of it, living apart together is a far cry from the "traditional" version of couple relationships, where co-residence in marriage was placed at the centre and where living apart from one"s partner, if it was recognised at all, would be regarded as abnormal and understandable only as a reaction to severe external constraints. Hence the earlier description of "commuter marriage" (Gerstel and Gross 1984, Winfield 1985) . Living apart was seen as a temporary interruption to conjugality imposed by the labour market. Even so a new dimension of choice was involved, where one partner (usually the wife) was no longer able or willing to follow the other to the new job location. Even earlier Geoffrey Gorer (1971) , in his 1969 survey of sex and marriage in England among the under 40s, found that as many as 44% of "the unmarried" had a "special girlfriend or boyfriend". Fully half of these were "on terms of real physical intimacy", and almost all were completely faithful and expected the same from their partners (ibid, 213, see also Schofield 1968 ). Gorer did not pursue his "discovery" -perhaps the first -of what we might now define as living apart together. This is understandable when, at that time, family and intimacy were virtually equated with marriage, so that even looking at the unmarried as a distinct category was path breaking. And indeed very few of these "special" boy/girlfriends were aged over 25, while as many as 60% already had a day for their wedding fixed. In other words, being a LAT in 1969 was mostly seen, and experienced, as a temporary stage before marriage. Going even further back to Mass Observation"s unpublished "Little Kinsey" report of 1949 (2), living apart was placed the other way round. People could not marry and hence live together because of major external obstacles like lack of housing and/or low incomes, or caring for parents. For some, this meant having no couple partnership at all, while others were left with "pre-marital sex". For "serious" relationships between those in love and awaiting marriage, this sort of "living apart together" attracted some understanding, but not much approval. Nor does this seem to have been experienced as much of a choice or even a proper relationship at all, perhaps symbolised by the respondent who was having sex with her fiancée -because she loved him -but reserving full nudity until living together in marriage (ibid, 135).
So how might we interpret living apart together in the early 21 st century? Is being a LAT still akin to a "stage", but one which has become more acceptable and available as part of the various flows and transitions throughout the entire life course -a "stepping stone" on the way to cohabitation and marriage (Ermisch and Seidler, 36;  see also Haskey 1995) . Or, rather, is living apart together a more permanent end-state -a "historically new family form" according to Irene Levin (2004, 223 simply avoiding the problems they feel might result from living together.
According to Levin, the spread of such open LAT relationships is premised upon the acceptance of cohabitation as a widespread social institution, as in Scandinavia from the 1970s and in Britain somewhat later (Barlow et al 2005) . But like cohabitation, being a LAT in Levin"s model is still based on the couple relationship. Sasha Roseneil (2006) also sees living apart together as a new form of relationship, but goes further in regarding LATs as changing the meaning of coupledom itself. Thus she concludes that many LATS share "a pronounced tendency to de-prioritize sexual/love relationships and to place far more importance on friendship than conventional relationship mores dictate" (ibid 9.2, see also Roseneil and Bludgeon 2004) . This "new orientation towards sexual/love relationships" (ibid, 10.3) was found in the "regretfully apart" and the "undecidedly apart" LATs in her sample as well as among the "gladly apart". In this way LATs will often resemble those living without any particular partner more than they resemble cohabitants, where the latter now appear more traditional when it comes to coupledom. In contrast John Haskey and Jane (Giddens, 1991 , Hall 1996 , then living apart together should be even more so (Haskey and Lewis 2006) . Change and exit should be even easier, untrammelled by the practicalities of joint finances and housing, and less constrained by joint living Section 2, which follows, describes the methodology we have used to follow up these issues, and how this differs from previous research. Section 3 tackles the question of defining "dating" and "partner LATs, and investigates how people become LATs, while section 4 asks how far LATs are different, in demographic and social terms, to other relationship categories. Finally section 5 returns to the overall issues of changing families, LAT and individualisation.
Methodology
Research on LAT to date has mostly been based on two types of data. First, studies focussing on what LAT means to participants, and why they become LATs, have relied on small qualitative samples -for example just 6 for Haskey and Lewis (2006) and 25 for Roseneil (2006) , although Levin and Trost (1999) and relationships, and some information on practice . This data is in the form of answers to survey questions, partly gathered face to face and partly by self-completion questionnaire, usually presented either as simple choices between options (agree / disagree) or on a 5 stage Likert scale (strongly disagree etc). BSAS thereby focuses more on understandings and practices than is usual with surveys. At the same time this data is based on a statistically representative sample of the British population over 18, with a sub-sample of 320 people living apart from their (selfdefined) partner (3). We then used SPSS to provide frequency distributions, crosstabulations, and regression analysis of respondents" answers and their associations.
The limitation to this design is that breadth is emphasized at the expense of depth.
Thus it is difficult to delve within the categories used, or to access in any detail the particular meanings ascribed by respondents to their answers. Statistically, there will also be fairly large standard errors for small sub-groups, so that numerical results should be treated as indications of magnitude.
Defining LATs

Dating and Partner LATs
A particular problem in researching LATs is that there is no easily defined "cut-off" point in the same way that is apparently provided by formal marriage (a legal status) or cohabitation (physically living together). While all categories can conceal as much as they reveal (for example people can marry for different reasons), this is an especially severe problem for defining LATs, both empirically and conceptually. For what is the difference between a boyfriend or girlfriend, especially one who is "special" or long term, and living apart together? Hence we may be including in our samples people who are not really LATs at all, in that they do not see themselves, and are not seen by others, as long term partners. Attempting to remedy this, Haskey (2005) defines LATs as longer-term monogamous partners who regard themselves as a couple and are so regarded by others, but differ from cohabitants in that they live at separate addresses. This is sensible enough as a definition, but we can only measure this statistically by somehow inferring what such partners subjectively experience, or by qualitatively assessing this subjectivity through respondents" interviews.
On this basis, therefore, Haskey (2005) statistically excluded teenagers and young people living at the parental home, as well as students, in distinguishing "tightly defined" LATs from those who merely had "a partner living elsewhere" (ibid 121).
This was on the inferred grounds that either these relationships were probably after weighting) said they were not ready to live together, or that it was too early in their relationship. ("Not ready" here will most likely refer to emotional reasons, as the question was linked to one about relationship status, and where affordability was given as a separate response). In fact this was the most common single reason for living apart. This suggests that these respondents should not be seen as couple LATs in the way defined by Haskey.
A similar breakdown is suggested by BSAS figures on what LATs "often" did together socially. As Table 1 shows, while most went out for a meal or a drink together (as most girl/boyfriends would do), and about three quarters acted as a "social couple" in seeing friends or spending weekends together (as "special" boy/girlfriends would probably do), little more than half resembled long term partners in terms of seeing relatives together (55 per cent), or going on holiday together (56 per cent). That almost 40% often shop together at weekends also suggests short, but regular, periods of quasi-marital co-residence for many on the "commuter marriage"
pattern.
Taking both the reasons for living apart and joint social activities, it appears that around 40% of those reporting having a partner living elsewhere in the 2006 BSAS
were not LATs in the sense of being a longer term and established couple, albeit living separately. Consequently in the analysis that follows we distinguish between these "dating LATs" -more like "going steady" boy/girlfriends, and "partner LATs"
who have more established couple relationships. In practice, this was defined by respondents" answers to the question about why they lived apart from their partner (see Table 2 ). The 37% (41% weighted) who answered "too early" or "not ready" were taken to be "dating LATs" and the rest as "partner LATs", giving unweighted subsamples of 119 and 196 respectively -with 5 who did not answer the question.
Sample weighting reduced this sample to 274, with 114 "dating LATs" (41%) and 155
partner LATs. As can also be seen from Table 1 , while the differences for these activities between partner LATs and dating LATs as we have defined them are not large, they are in the direction expected in terms of "going out" and acting as a "social couple" (where both categories of LATs show almost identical activity patterns), and for "long-term partnering" and "contributing to a joint household" (where partner
LATs are somewhat more likely to be involved). Levin"s (2004) finding that taking a "both/and solution" to partnering and family life was typical in her sample from Norway and Sweden in the 1990s. Choice and constraint are not usually discrete categories in practice, however, and as Roseneil (2006) found in her sample there were high degrees of ambivalence about either living apart or together for most LATs, whether "regretfully" or "gladly" apart, or just plain undecided. Usually respondents think of both advantages and disadvantages, and various degrees of choice and constraint, and this is reflected in Table 2 . This gives a proportional list of the reasons chosen by LAT respondents for living apart (from a number of given options including any specified "other reason"). The Table hence indicates the overall weighting of choice and constraint in living apart. partner LATs dating LATs
Little choice
Partner has a job elsewhere 15 7
Partner is studying elsewhere 7 9
Can"t afford to live together 25 23
Constrained choice
Other responsibilities (e.g. caring for elderly relative) 8 1
Because of my or my partner's children 4 4
We are waiting until we get married 3 8
More choice (self or partner)
I prefer not to live with my partner (though (s)he wants to live with me) 8 7
My partner prefers not to live with me 2 0 (though I want to live with him/her)
We just don"t want to live together 17 12
We both want to keep our own homes 19 10
Other reason 14 4
Unweighted Base 196 119
Totals add up to more than 100% as respondents could choose more than one option Source: NatCen"s British Social Attitudes Survey, 2006 While some of the respondents making these questionnaire choices may well have liked the living apart these constraints dictated (and some will have also have ticked other, additional, options given in the question), they cannot be seen as deciding to live apart for their own, "internal" reasons. Respondents making these choices may be in partnerships which more resemble "commuter marriages", at least for the partner LATs. Secondly, smaller proportions of respondents indicated somewhat constrained choices in their decision to live apart, mostly because of caring commitments. As we might expect, partner LATs were more influenced by pre-existing caring responsibilities for elderly parents (8%, compared to 1% of dating LATs), although the influence of children was less important with just 4% of both LAT categories Putting all this together suggests that while there may be strong elements of desire to live apart for some, and that many find advantages in doing so, for many LATs this is more a constrained situation rather than an individual choice. While a significant minority of partner LATs (but fewer dating LATs) would seem to be taking a "both/and" solution, up to half would seem to fit better into the more traditional model of enforced separation. This is perhaps why eight in ten LAT respondents (both dating and partner) said they "definitely" or "probably" would like to live with their partner in the future. Indicatively, the 2000 Natsal sample of 16-44 year olds found that only around 5% -concentrated in the very youngest age groups -saw being a LAT as their (2005) and Haskey and Lewis (2006) report that LATs as a whole are over-represented among the younger age groups, at least in Britain. But as the authors suggest, this difference will be heavily skewed by the inclusion in the category LAT of those they presume are "teenage "boyfriends and girlfriends"" (ibid, 40). Using the 2006 BSA survey we can better distinguish "dating" and "partner" LATs; do these age differences still hold for the latter, more "tightly defined" group who would be ready to live together if they wanted or were able to do so? Table 3 shows the weighted results, comparing both dating and partner LATs to cohabitants, married couples, single people and widow(er)s. ("Single" is defined here as being without a partner, either coresidential or living apart. We have excluded widow(er)s living alone from our definition of single on the grounds that they present a particular, non-behavioural, route to singledom -they have been forced into single living because of a partner"s death, and in this sense are not behaviourally "single"). Dating LATs are indeed the youngest group on average with 50% in the youngest age group (18-24) but they are by no means restricted to this category (although few are over 45). As many as 40% of partner LATs are also in the 18-24 age group, suggesting that the youngest adults can also consider themselves as belonging to a couple, and that it would be a mistake to ascribe LATs of this age as simply "boy/girlfriends" on a priori grounds alone. However, significant proportions of partner LATs are found in the 25-55 age groups, with only a small proportion of older people. Cohabitants are also represented in all age groups, although in contrast to
LATs bunch in the 25-34category, while married people are most likely to be middleaged or older. While single people are, unexpectedly, disproportionately found among the very youngest, they show a fairly even distribution among the other, older, age groups. The specific position of the widow(er)ed, with the large majority over 65, is also made clear in Table 3 .
Age is also associated with religiosity (defined here as reporting attending services at least once a week), which in turn is associated with conventional attitudes about family (Duncan and Phillips 2008). As expected it is the married and the widow(er)ed who were most religious in this sense, with over 15% and 18% reporting that they attended services at least once a week, with single people not far behind at 12%. The youngest groups were hardly religious at all in these terms, with 5% of partner LATs,
3% of dating LATs and just 1% of cohabitants reporting attendance (4).
Class and socio-economic status can have a contradictory association with attitudes about family, where on some issues the professional and managerial groups hold more liberal attitudes, and on others more conventional views (ibid). However, there was little difference between the partnered relationship groups in the BSAS sample in terms of socio-economic status (defined using the NEC socio-economic groups). All Overall we find a transitional profile between the four partnered categories in terms of age and associated religious attendance (although note this refers to proportional, not absolute, distributions). Dating LATs are most common in the youngest age groups (18-34), followed by partner LATs who stretch into early middle age. Next are cohabitants (who are particularly irreligious) concentrated in the 25-44 range, with married people (who are more likely to be religious) coming after with more than 60% over 44.
It is an open question, of course, whether this "transitional" profile represents a life course transition (as interpretations stressing the "stage" view of LATs suggest) or rather a cohort effect (as interpretations stressing the "new relationship" view would suggest). Ermisch and Seidler (2009) , using longitudinal information from BHPS, find evidence that can be taken to support both views. While they do find considerable flows from LAT to cohabitation and even marriage over time (the stage view), many LATs -especially older LATs, report no plans to move in together (the new relationship view). Attitudinal differences can provide more evidence on this question, and we turn to this in the next section. Whichever is the case, we would expect these marked age differences between groups to be associated with attitudinal differences, where age is a primary marker of attitudes about family (Duncan and Phillips, 2008).
Do LATs hold different attitudes?
Roseneil (2006) agreed). Cohabitants were markedly less traditional (61% and 56% agreed), followed by dating LATs (57% and 51%). Partner LATs were more intolerant on the first count (just 50% supporting births to single women), but most like cohabitants on the second (58%). Singles were in the middle for both questions (54%). Perhaps these questions tap more overall attitudes about families and relationships, where attitudes are particularly associated with age and religiosity. The variation between the two questions for partner LATs might record experience, for some, in having children within partnerships (so more disapproving of single women getting pregnant) while subsequently becoming a lone parent and hence becoming more accepting of this.
When asked a direct question about being a LAT -"A couple do not need to live together to have a strong relationship" LATs joined single people in "a currently not living with a partner group" to show particularly high agreement -75% among dating
LATs and 73% of partner LATs, with 62% of single people; this compares to agreement by only 57% of cohabitants and 46% of married people. Presumably the 14% of both dating and partner LATs who disagreed were among the "regretfully apart".
Overall then, when in comes to questions about partnering and commitment, LATs show something of a "pioneer" position in the sense of leading the way, but this is only a matter of degree more than any radical departure. It is rather that they sometimes manifest in a more emphatic form the overall consensus that co-residential couple relationships are no longer an inevitable centre to emotional life. Furthermore, this emphasis seems most marked when LATs" own particular experiences and concerns are at issue. In this respect they often join singles in a "not currently living with someone" group.
Friends and family
According to Roseneil (2006) , LATs will emphasise friendship as opposed to partnership. In the 2006 BSAS sample it was rather that married people were less likely to emphasise friends, other groups were more or less the same. Thus 88% of partner LATs and 85% of dating LATs reported at least one "particularly close friend you can share your private feelings and concerns with" (leaving aside partners or anyone in their family) but so did 84% of singles and 83% of cohabitants -while married people trailed behind at just 69%. LATs were, however, more likely to have more than one close friend defined in this way, with 66% of dating LATs and 54% of partner LATs, compared to 50% of singles, 43% of cohabitants but just 36% of married people. There was a similar continuum in terms of what these friends had actually done -fully 95% of partner LATs and 94% of dating LATs had received their help when "facing a difficult problem in your life", but so had 91% of cohabitants, 86% of singles and 80% of the married. Not surprisingly, then, 84% of dating LATs and 79% of partner LATs rejected the notion that "Friends are for fun, not for discussing personal problems with", compared to 80% of cohabitants, 73% of singles and 68% of the married. In other words friends seem to play an important role in most people"s lives; being a LAT might emphasise this somewhat while being married has the converse effect.
Are LATs then more likely to see friends as more important than family? In fact when it comes to weighing up friends versus family there was little difference between categories, with only a minority of around three in ten seeing friends as more dependable than family in times of crisis (When things really go wrong in life your family is more likely to be there for you than your friends). Again, LATs, single people and cohabitants, put somewhat less faith in family (little over a third) than married people (44%). This overall belief in the relative dependability of family probably relates to the persistence of norms about family obligations, as the last two rows in Table 4 suggest. The majority in all groups also thought that people should make time for close relatives even if they have nothing in common with them, although cohabitants and partner LATs were somewhat less convinced. Most even extended this sense of family obligation even to more distant relatives, although again cohabitants were least family oriented in this wider way. Given the persistence of norms about given obligations to family, it is perhaps not surprising that around half of all respondents felt that maintaining close ties with family is more important than having close friends (choosing 4 or 5 on the scale), with just over a tenth choosing close friends (choosing 1 or 2). However, this question did expose differences in emphasis between those with or without established partners; hence around 50% of married people, cohabitants, and partner LATs alike placed most faith in family, compared to just 41 % for both singles and dating LATs.
Overall, it is married people who stand out in placing least emphasis on friends (although friends are still important to a majority); it is just that LATs emphasise the role of friends a little more than the other unmarried categories. For some questions, however, partner LATs share the views of other couples (married and unmarried) while dating LATs are more like single people. But both share the overall consensus that while friends are valued, family is probably more reliable in the long run.
Family conventionality and liberalism
What of their more general attitudes about family change? While Haskey and Lewis (2006) conclude that LATs are conservative and cautious in everyday life as well as in their own relationships, Roseneil (2006) implies that they are in the radical forefront of value change. Both conclusions depend on the analysis of small, selective samples. We have attempted to assess this more extensively using BSAS questions about attitudes towards (1) traditional attitudes about the value and role of marriage, and (2) attitudes towards gay and lesbian relationships. These are relatively specific issues which can be controversial markers of attitudes about families. They also have the advantage of not directly concerning most LATs.
It is perhaps not surprising the cohabitants were most likely to be least traditional about marriage, and conversely married people more traditional. See Table 5 . What is more interesting are the generally low levels of traditionality about marriage overall (even among the married), and that LATs do not stand out as being particularly radical. Indeed, there were proportionally as many "most traditional" respondents among dating LATs as among married people -presumably these LATs would probably marry if they went on to live together rather than cohabit. As with attitudes towards partnering and friendship, it is the married who stand out most in overall attitudes about family -if in a traditional way. Dating LATs tend to be more a little liberal or permissive than the other unmarried groups, but partner LATs show little difference.
Family attitudes, relationship category, and age
As section 3.3 showed the various relationship categories vary markedly by age,
where LATs are the youngest on average (with dating LATs the very youngest), followed by cohabitants, singles and then the oldest group on average -married people (see Table 3 ). Intuitively, we might expect age is likely to be important in affecting attitudes about families and relationships, as this is a social issue that has changed notably in recent decades, and therefore we might expect to find that older people are more traditional in their views. Finally, we took the question of whether gay men could be "just as capable" parents as a man and a woman, as an index of family conventionality and liberalism. Here, there was little difference between categories, except that married people -also on average the oldest group -were much less likely to agree (just 23% as opposed to between 42% and 53% for other categories). In this case both relationship status and age were significant after controlling for the other variable. Married people were still significantly less likely to agree that gay men could make good parents, compared to LATs (and other relationship categories), however old they were.
These results reinforce what we have already found in the earlier analysis. For issues that directly affect LATs, in this case about the effect of independence in relationships, LATs appear to be somewhat more liberal than other categories.
However, for other "family" issues being a LAT in itself makes little difference, rather it is the relative traditionality of married people that stands out.
Living Apart Together, changing families and individualisation
As a category, LATs have quite diverse origins and motivations. First, is our distinction between "dating" and "partner" LATs, where the former -up to two fifths the total sample of LATs -considered that either themselves, or the relationship, were not ready for living together. Second, a substantial proportion of the reasons chosen by partners for living apart together indicate external constraints of affordability or the job / education market. Only some of the reasons chosen for living apart together fit easily into Levin"s "both/and" model of people who are together emotionally and intimately, but choose to live apart as their individual solution to modern life (if sometimes with various constraints). While all statistically created relationship categories, like these used here, will show diversity (for example married people will contain great variation by age, income, class, religiosity and ethnicity), these differences of origin and motivation within LATs as a category point to significant differences in type. Certainly "steady" boyfriend / girlfriend relationships (our "dating LATs"), and "commuter marriages" (those partners who are primarily LATs because of external constraints), are hardly "new family forms"
It is not so surprising, therefore, that as a category LATs as a whole do not show any marked "pioneer" attitudinal position about families and relationships in the sense of leading a radical new way. Often LATs are somewhat less traditional, more liberal or more permissive than other groups (with dating LATs usually the most liberal or permissive group), especially for questions more directly reflecting their own personal situations. However, this is a matter of degree rather than radical departure, and on most questions LATs and cohabitants are quite similar, as they are in age and religiosity. Rather, it is the relative traditionality of married people that stands out.
See Table 7 for a ranked summary of the indicators used in section 3.4.
We must be careful to remember that these "liberal -traditional" rankings are only relative -for the British population as a whole has moved on from the 1950s model of the traditional family, although less so where parenting children is concerned (Duncan and Phillips 2008). Perhaps LATs can hardly be a radical departure from erstwhile conventionality where departure has already happened en masse. Finally, we should also note that some of these differences seem more associated with age rather than relationship type, where LATs and cohabitants are on average the youngest and married people the oldest. (Roseneil 2006) . Others may well be particularly conventional, like most of the sample used by Haskey and Lewis (2006) and generated through ONS. 5. Each respondent scored between 1 (most traditional views) and 5 (least traditional).
Scores were created by reversing the numerical values for the first three statements, so that the most traditional view was changed from 5 to 1 and so on; the values for the four statements were summed, divided by four, and rounded. The 1 to 5 scale was then recoded into most traditional views (1 and 2), middle (3) and least traditional (4 and 5). Not answered or "don"t know" for any of the four questions was excluded.
6. Results were similar using different codings for relationship status (eg combining or separating different types of LATs, or comparing LATs with all relationship types or just married respondents.
The results of the three variable models referred to are as follows. 
